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Enclosed is a response to the Office action dated July 27, 2005. 
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Attached is our check for $ to pay the fees calculated above. 

A Petition for Extension of Time and the required fee are enclosed. 
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Applicant requests that the Requirement for Restriction 
dated July 27, 2005, be reconsidered and withdrawn. In the 
Requirement it is alleged that claims 1 to 17 are drawn to "an 
IDC connection" and claims 18 to 22 are drawn to "a switch 
having an IDC device." Applicant submits that this is erroneous 
and that all of the claims are directed to a switch. 



Enclosed herewith is a short form outline or summary of the 
independent claims in this application. (Some of the claims are 
also set out in full for the Examiner's convenience.) In the 
short form, the dependent claims have been omitted since they 
include all the limitations of the respective independent claim. 
The outlined independent claims have been redacted to delete 
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details that are not necessary for identifying the subject 
matter of the claims. Nouns listing the elements of each claim 
are highlighted by printing in bold face. 

From this can easily be seen that all of the claims recite 
"A switch" as the entire preamble of the claim. Furthermore, 
all of the claims specifically recite a switch body. All of the 
claims specifically recite at least one connector. Most of the 
claims (except 16 and 17) in both groups listed by the Examiner, 
also recite a flap hinged to the switch body. Regardless of 
these express limitations in the switch recited in the claims, 
the Examiner alleges that some of them are drawn to only "an IDC 
connection. 11 It is not apparent how such an error could have 
occurred but it is nonetheless, erroneous. 

The error in this interpretation of the claims is 
emphasized by noting claims 4 and 12 which include no details of 
an insulation displacement connector (IDC) . The additional 
limitations in each of these claims relate to the flap hinged to 
the switch body and not to the listed IDC, yet the Examiner 
lists these claims as being drawn to an IDC. Certainly, an IDC 
is mentioned in the claims, but that's all; that does not change 
the fact that these claims are for a switch . 

Claim 18 is certainly drawn to a switch having an IDC 
device. Applicant submits that the only difference for purposes 
of determining whether restriction is required under PTO 
practice, is that this claim has more details about the switch 
than some of the preceding claims. Many of the preceding claims 
have specific recitations of details of the switch, and 
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particularly the flap, which are different in scope but not 
different in nature from the additional limitations in claim 18. 

In the Examinees comments alleging that the inventions in 
the two groups of claims are "mutually exclusive", it is stated 
that "in the instant case, the intermediate product is deemed to 
be useful as IDC device used in an I/O interface device" 

(whatever that may be) . There is absolutely nothing in the 
record showing why a switch as recited in claims 1 to 17 is 

"mutually exclusive" in an I/O interface device" from a switch 
as recited in claims 18 to 22. As pointed out above, applicant 
is not claiming an IDC, per se, but in each and every one of the 
claims, a switch is recited along with some of its details. As 
far as applicant can tell, the statement about "an I/O interface 
device" is a meaningless statement since it is not apparent how 
one claimed switch could be different in an I/O interface device 
than another switch. 

The Examiner has alleged that claims 1 to 17 are "drawn to 

an IDC connection classified in class 439, subclass 810." This 

is clearly in error. Class 439 is for electrical connectors. 

Subclass 810 stated to be for: 

Metallic connector or contact having movable or resilient 
securing part; 

screw-thread operated securing part; 

screw-access intersects conductor axis (e.g., set 
screw) . 

There is absolutely no set screw or the like, contacting a 
conductor in the switch disclosed or claimed in this 
application. Claims 1 to 17 could not possibly be classified in 
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class 439, subclass 810. This error is a further reason that 
the requirement for restriction should be withdrawn 

Applicant has not attempted to classify an IDC, but it may 
be noted that the Examiner has cited references in class 439, 
subclasses 402, 403, 409 and 596. Apparently, the Examiner has 
searched in applicable subclasses for an IDC. 

Clearly the Examiner has performed the appropriate searches 
for the subject matter actually claimed in this application. 
Apparently the Examiner now wishes to search class 439, subclass 
810 for material prior art, even though there is nothing in 
claims 1 to 17 that could possibly be found in a subclass 
concerning a set screw for example. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has cited references from class 
200, subclass 284, which relates to electrical switches and the 
Examiner has cited one of these patents (Wecke) from subclass 
284 when rejecting some of Applicant's claims. The Examiner 
alleges that the Wecke patent "teaches a switch comprising: a 
switch body 2 5 having a connector portion ... an [IDC] . . . 
and an insulation flap 2 hinged to the body 1:" The Examiner 
has cited the Wecke patent in rejecting claim 1 for example, 
since amongst other elements it also includes "a switch body 
25", "an . . . IDC" and "an insulation flap". It is clearly 
erroneous to now allege that the claims specifically reciting 
all of these elements is drawn to an IDC alone. 

Although the requirement for restriction is traversed, 
Applicant provisionally elects claims 1 to 17 for further 
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examination. It may be noted that claims 1 to 17 have already 
been examined once. 

In the Patent and Trademark Office Action dated 
February 22, 2005, claims 18 to 22 were indicated to be 
allowable, while claims 1 to 17 were rejected. Applicant has 
responded with a detailed statement of the reasons that claims 1 
to 17 should be allowed. If the Examiner persists in requiring 
restriction in this application, examination on the merits of 
claims 1 to 17 and allowance of these claims are respectfully 
requested. 

Since the requirement for restriction is clearly in error, 
for reasons unrelated to the patentability or distinctiveness of 
the claims, vis a vis each other, the requirement should be 
withdrawn. Once withdrawn, all of the claims should be allowed, 
and such action is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



CHRISTIE, PARKER & HALE, LLP 




Richard D. SeibeT^ 
Reg. No. 22,134 
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